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State House Amex ve tae = 
Concord, New Hampshire hs sperm get er 


Attention: Robert Schaffer — nee 


-- 


Res e : orril ose 
: Dear Mre Barry: = ; 


: This 48 in response to your request of 
March 7th for our opinion as to the right of the State to forestell : 

pending proceedings by the Bridgton Finance Company to foreclose. 
' theiz mortgage on real estate owned by the above naned former recip-. 
jent. we understand that liens for assistance granted to the recip- 
4ent were filed subsequent to the mortgagee -< ak 


The principle question raised in your 
letter is one of usury. The loan was made in Maine at a rate of 
interest in excess of the New Hampshire small loan limits but valid — 

under the Maine small loan law. You ask whether in view of the fact _ 
- that the property securing the loan is located in New Hampshire the : 
Joan should be considered usurious and voide ste © 





- | | The mortgage is merely a security device ; 
and the fact that the real estate in question 4s located in New Hamp-. 

'' shixve will not affect the intrinsic validity or invalidity of the n 
With respect to the note itself it is generally held that 4f the agree- 

ie ee 4s valid under the law of one of tne states it will be sustained | 
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a ‘sa oo Nery truly yours, 
Elmer Ty Bourque | : snet 
en eae ee General. 
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